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Abstract
Loyalty has been researched in many areas, but 
little attention has been paid to whether loyalty 
is a unitary construct or differs across domains. 
We suggest that loyalty will differ across domains 
in accordance with the challenges our ancestors 
faced during their evolutionary history.  We test 
this hypothesis by developing seven psychometric 
loyalty scales—each putatively assessing a differ-
ent domain—and investigating whether there is 
significant individual variation across them.  The 
proposed domains are loyalty to group, friend, 
romantic partner, kin, nation, sports team and 
brand.  We found good internal consistency for all 
seven scales, and factor analysis indicated that the 
scales were distinct, supporting the hypothesis of  
distinct loyalty domains.  We also found prelimi-
nary evidence for gender differences in two of  the 
domains.  This research illustrates the utility of  
an evolutionary perspective and should help future 
studies identify the contextual and dispositional 
factors contributing to loyalty. 
Introduction
The tradition in personality psychology 
has been to focus on measuring individual 
variation in traits such as extraversion 
or risk-taking, assuming the person who 
is extraverted or risk-prone in one situa-
tion will be extraverted and risk-prone in 
all other ones (Kruger, Wang, & Wilke, 
2007; Church, 1987).  Nonetheless, there 
is emerging evidence that the expression 
of  apparent personality traits can dif-
fer according to the situation or domain. 
For example, in the area of  risk-taking, it 
has been found that the same person who 
will have unprotected sex with a stranger 
might be completely unwilling to bet $10 
at the horse track or ride a bike without 
a helmet (Kruger, Wang, & Wilke, 2007). 
Thus, it seems that the expression of  per-
sonality traits can differ according to the 
situation or domain. 
In this context, one trait of  great inter-
est is loyalty.  Loyalty, generally defined as 
showing allegiance to a person or entity, is 
of  great interest because it lies at the heart 
of  many apparently altruistic behaviors 
and because it has received substantial sci-
entific attention.  For example, research-
ers have investigated what contexts accen-
tuate or extinguish loyalty and how loyalty 
to particular entities (e.g., sports teams, 
brands, service providers, groups) devel-
ops (Bauer, Stokburger-Sauer, & Exler, 
2008; Winfree, McCluskey, Mittelham-
mer, & Fort, 2004; Devin & Mackie, 2009; 
Drigotas, Whitney, & Rusbult, 1995; Mo-
reland &  McMinn, 1999; Baxter, et. al., 
1997). 
More recently, investigators have con-
sidered the extent to which an individual’s 
loyalty remains stable across time and 
situations, i.e., is trait-like.  In particular, 
Beer and Watson (2009) developed two 
self-report scales to measure individual 
loyalty (e.g., “I stand by my friends”) and 
group loyalty (e.g., “I am loyal to my coun-
try”).  They showed that these scales are 
internally consistent, stable over time, and 
show strong self-peer agreement.  Most 
relevant for the present discussion, they 
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showed that individual loyalty and group 
loyalty were only modestly correlated, 
suggesting that although loyalty is trait-
like, it is domain-specific, not general.
If  the tendency to show loyalty is indeed 
a stable trait that varies across domains 
(e.g., some are loyal to their country but 
not to their friends; other people show the 
opposite pattern), then scientists should 
consider why this is the case.  We propose 
that progress in answering this question 
can be made by taking an evolutionary 
psychological perspective.  (For a similar 
approach to domain-specificity of  risk-
taking, see Kruger, Wang, & Wilke, 2007.) 
Although their results are fully compatible 
with an evolutionary perspective, Beer 
and Watson (2009) were apparently not 
motivated by this perspective because it is 
not mentioned in their paper.
Evolutionary psychology stresses that 
the human mind is not a general-purpose 
problem solver or computer but instead 
largely consists of  numerous adaptations 
for solving specific problems that recurred 
during human evolutionary history (e.g., 
avoiding toxic plants; identifying a suit-
able mate) (e.g., Cosmides & Tooby, 1994; 
Hagen, 2001).  For instance, quick percep-
tion of  the movement of  a snake could 
have meant the difference between life 
and death throughout much of  our histo-
ry.  The problem arises with modern mov-
ing objects like cars.  A general-purpose 
approach would indicate that movement 
detection is the same, regardless if  it is a 
snake or a car that moved.  Conversely, a 
recent study on change blindness, which 
is the inability to detect change in the 
position of  objects from one viewing to 
another, has shown that individuals typi-
cally had less change blindness when the 
change was an animal than if  it was a 
motor vehicle (New, Cosmides, & Tooby, 
2007).  Thus the detection of  change in 
animals is a specific adaptation due to a 
specific problem. 
From an evolutionary perspective, loy-
alty in a particular domain or context is 
a psychological state that, during human 
evolutionary history, generally entailed 
costs and benefits specific to that domain. 
For example, the benefits of  showing loy-
alty to one’s group would include reduc-
ing the group’s likelihood of  being ex-
terminated by other groups and gaining 
status from promoting the group’s ideolo-
gy, whereas costs might include increasing 
the risk of  dying in warfare and diminish-
ing the access to the goods and knowledge 
of  rival groups (Van Vugt & Hart, 2004). 
By contrast, showing loyalty to a spouse 
would be beneficial if  it increased the sta-
bility of  a marriage and the well-being of  
children, whereas the costs might include 
the possibility of  being cuckolded or over-
looking a higher-quality potential mate. 
Assuming that the selective forces that 
favored loyalty differ according to the do-
main, then the underlying psychology for 
processing information in each domain 
is expected to be distinct.  If  so, then re-
search into the multi-faceted nature of  
loyalty (e.g., Beer & Watson, 2009) might 
best proceed by considering the loyalty 
domains that would have been relevant 
during human evolutionary history.  The 
examples noted above—loyalty to a group 
and to a spouse—are evolutionary-rele-
vant because, for the past several thousand 
years, our human ancestors have lived in 
large groups that include numerous long-
term male-female partnerships (i.e., mar-
riage) (Buss, 2004).  By contrast, brand 
loyalty would not have been evolutionarily 
relevant, and thus it is not expected to be 
based on distinctive psychological mecha-
nisms; instead, it is likely based on other 
forms of  loyalty.
Using an evolutionary perspective, we 
hypothesize that loyalty can be broken 
down into different domains (friend, kin, 
romantic partner, and group), each of  
which would have been crucial during 
most of  human evolutionary history.  We 
also hypothesize that these domains will 
be distinct from each other, in that an in-
dividual who demonstrates high loyalty 
in one domain will not necessarily dem-
onstrate high loyalty in another domain. 
In addition, we hypothesize that modern 
forms of  loyalty (national loyalty, sports 
fan loyalty and consumer loyalty) will be 
based on or be byproducts of  those four 
types of  loyalty that developed during our 
human evolutionary history.  For example, 
we predict that people who show high 
“sports team” loyalty should be the same 
people who show high “group” loyalty. 
To test these hypotheses, we developed 
a series of  loyalty scales, each designed 
to assess a distinctive and evolutionary-
relevant domain.  A previous study sug-
gests that individual and group loyalty are 
domain-specific because individuals who 
reported high loyalty in one area did not 
necessarily report high in other, i.e., the 
correlation between the two self-report 
questionnaire loyalty scales was only mod-
est (Beer & Watson, 2009).  To test this 
prediction further, we will gather data on 
these domains using the previously devel-
oped scales (labeled "friend loyalty" and 
"group loyalty").  In addition to those two 
domains, we will test two other evolution-
arily-relevant domains, each designed to 
assess a distinctive loyalty domain origi-
nating during the human environment of  
evolutionary adaptiveness (EEA).  We will 
also test three additional domains, each 
designed to measure a domain of  loyalty 
that is evolutionarily novel but which may 
tap into or be based upon the evolution-
arily-relevant domains.  Thus, we are test-
ing for seven different domains of  loyalty. 
The first four domains that we will at-
tempt to measure are loyalty to friend(s), 
kin, romantic partner(s), and group(s). 
Friend loyalty is loyalty to an individual 
friend.  Allies would be valuable in many 
contexts, especially within one’s group 
(Buss & Hawley, in press).  Kin loyalty 
is loyalty to relatives, usually blood rela-
tives, but adopted relatives are included, 
due to the fact that most “adoptions” that 
occurred during our evolutionary history 
were done by genetic relatives (Silk, 1980). 
Inclusive fitness theory holds that individ-
uals may evolve predispositions to direct 
prosocial behavior towards genetic rela-
tives (Hamilton, 1964).  Romantic partner 
loyalty is loyalty to a spouse or long-term 
romantic partner.  Long-term romantic 
partnerships (e.g., marriage) occur in vir-
tually all human societies and presumably 
have long been part of  our evolutionary 
history (Buss, 2004).  Group loyalty is loy-
alty to one’s group or organization.  Dur-
ing the human EEA, humans usually lived 
in groups of  40–150 that were frequently 
in competition (Foley, 1995; Zdaniuk & 
Levine, 2001). 
The three novel domains of  loyalty that 
we will attempt to measure are loyalty 
to nation(s), sports team(s) or consumer 
brand(s).  National loyalty is the modern 
loyalty that may show the closest rela-
tion to an EEA loyalty, based on the idea 
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that modern nations may have evolved 
from tribal groups.  Although sports team 
loyalty makes no sense from a rational 
economic perspective, many individuals 
strongly identify with sports teams that 
neither they nor their friends or kin have 
direct connections with (Winegard & 
Deaner, 2010; Heere & Jamses, 2007). 
Consumer loyalty has received much at-
tention, but its evolutionary origins have 
not been explored (Funk & James, 2006; 
Jones, Taylor, & Bansal, 2008). 
Another important goal is to explore if  
there are demographic factors that corre-
late with or confound particular domains 
of  loyalty.  This is important because it 
demonstrates the divergent selective pres-
sures that different demographics have 
faced throughout the human EEA.  For 
instance, some recent work on "male 
warrior" psychology (Van Vugt & Hart, 
2004) suggests that males might show 
greater sports fan loyalty and group loy-
alty.  On the other hand, women may 
show higher friend loyalty (cf. Buss and 
Hawley, in press).
Methods
Each hypothesized loyalty domain was 
assessed using 11-18 self-report items (e.g., 
"I would not betray my romantic part-
ner’s trust") (see Appendix A).  Eighteen 
items were exact items from existing scales 
(Beer & Watson, 2009; Haidt & Graham, 
2007), 55 items were adapted from exist-
ing scales (Beer & Watson, 2009), and we 
created 17 items.  The items that were 
adapted from existing scales were items 
that were previously used for a different 
scale but were changed to fit the new scale 
(e.g., “I would not betray a friend’s trust” 
was changed to “I would not betray my 
romantic partner’s trust”).  The items that 
were created were designed to fill holes 
or address issues that had not previously 
been examined in loyalty research (e.g., 
“If  someone that I felt a connection to 
other than my romantic partner indicated 
they were in love with me, I would return 
the emotions”).  Nine demographic relat-
ed questions were included.  Eight of  the 
demographic items were presented at the 
beginning of  the survey (age, gender, race, 
sexual orientation, relationship status, re-
lation to family, attitude towards family, 
and attitude towards friends), whereas the 
final demographic item (“I consider my-
self  a loyal person”) was presented at the 
end of  the survey.  There were a total of  
98 items in the study. 
Participants were given the option to 
skip three of  the scales (group, sports 
team, and consumer loyalty) after answer-
ing the first question of  that scale.  For 
the group loyalty scale, participants were 
instructed to skip the section if  they were 
not part of  a team or other group (e.g., 
athletic, religious, political, service, hobby, 
organization, etc.).  For the sports team 
loyalty scale, participants were instructed 
to skip the section if  they were not sports 
fans.  For the consumer scale, participants 
were instructed to skip the section if  they 
did not have a favorite consumer product 
or brand.  The skip options were included 
to allow participants to indicate that for 
them there was no relevant group, sports 
team, or consumer brand.
Participants were obtained through 
the Internet website socialpsychology.org. 
Surveys were completed online on the 
site Surveymonkey.com using their basic 
survey software.  Unfinished surveys were 
removed; 137 finished surveys were ob-
tained (85 female, 52 male).  Ages ranged 
from 18 to 71 (M=33).  There was no 
incentive for participation.  Participants 
responded on a 7-point Likert scale (1: 
Strongly Disagree; 7: Strongly Agree) for 
89 items, Yes/No for 3 items, and categor-
ically for 6 demographic items. 
Upon completion of  the study, the in-
ternal consistency of  the items within 
each putative domain was assessed using 
Cronbach’s Alpha.  Factor analysis was 
then run to test if  the different domains 
loaded on different factors, as predicted. 
Factor analysis is a statistical measure 
that describes variability among variables 
through a lower number of  underlying 
variables, or factors.  The items for each 
scale were summed, by participant, and 
then correlations between the scales were 
calculated.  In addition, paired t-tests 
were run to determine if  demographic 
differences were present.  Factor analysis, 
correlations, and the paired t-tests were 
calculated using SAS software.
Results
 Internal consistency (Cronbach’s Al-
pha) for the scales ranged from 0.88 for 
sports team loyalty to 0.96 for country 
loyalty (see Table 1).  All ratings are con-
sidered acceptable for reliable measures.
   Scale                   Cronbach’s Alpha 
Table 1. Internal Consistency of  
Loyalty Domains
Rotated factor analysis of  the 98 items 
showed 7 primary factors (eigenvalues: 
11.2, 10.9, 10.0, 8.8, 8.2, 7.9 and 6.7) with 
a large drop off  to factor 8 (eigenvalue: 
2.0).  Each scale loaded on its own factor 
(see Table 2).  Sports team loyalty loaded 
highest on the first factor (median loading: 
0.96).  Group loyalty loaded highest on 
the second factor (median loading: 0.98). 
Romantic partner loyalty loaded highest 
on the third factor (median loading: 0.75). 
Kin loyalty loaded highest on the fourth 
factor (median loading: 0.79).  Country 
loyalty loaded highest on the fifth factor 
(median loading: 0.82).  Consumer loyalty 
loaded highest on the sixth factor (median 
loading: 0.86).  Finally, friend loyalty load-
ed highest on the seventh factor (median 
loading: 0.68).  (See Appendix B for full 
factor loadings.)
To examine the putative independence 
of  the domains, we summed the items for 
each domain and then computed correla-
tions among each of  the domains’ sums 
(see Table 3).  The key finding, consistent 
with the factor analysis, was that the cor-
relations are generally modest, with the 
strongest correlation being 0.67. 
Friend 0.90 
Romantic Partner 0.89 
Kin 0.94 
Group 0.95 
Sports Team 0.88 
Country 0.96 
Consumer 0.91 
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Three gender differences were found 
(see Table 4). Women reported greater 
friend loyalty, t(91)= 2.14, p= 0.03; their 
responses were significantly higher for six 
items.  While women did not report great-
er general romantic partner loyalty, they 
did report higher romantic partner loyalty 
in two specific areas.  They reported great-
er romantic partner loyalty for the single 
question involving general personal opin-
ion of  loyalty, rather than loyalty actions 
(e.g., “I am loyal to my romantic partner” 
rather than “I am always ready to come to 
the aid of  my romantic partner”), t(63)= 
2.63, p= 0.001.  Women also reported 
greater romantic partner loyalty for items 
specifying infidelity, t(81)= 2.97, p= 0.01; 
their responses were significantly higher on 
5 items.  Men did not report significantly 
greater sports fan loyalty, t(54)= 0.28, p= 
0.79, although their responses were signifi-
cantly higher on 6 of  the 13 items.
 *Median loading of  all items in the scale
Table 2. Rotated Factor Loadings*
Table 3. Matrix of  Domain Correlations
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Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   
Friend -0.01 0.07 0.21 0.19 0.16 0.06 0.68   
Romantic Partner -0.03 0.02 0.75 0.09 0.07 0.01 0.12   
Kin 0.00 -0.02 0.13 0.79 0.08 0.06 0.15   
Group 0.08 0.98 0.01 -0.02 0.06 0.05 0.05   
Sports Team 0.96 0.08 -0.03 0.00 0.06 0.09 -0.02   
County 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.82 0.12 0.14   
Consumer 0.12 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.12 0.86 0.05   
	  	   Friend	   Romantic	  
Partner	  
Family	   Group	   Sports	  
Team	  
National	   Consumer	  
Friend	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Romantic	  Partner	   0.48	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
Family	   0.24	   0.15	   	   	   	   	   	  
Group	   0.67	   0.45	   0.18	   	   	   	   	  
Sports	  Team	   0.23	   0.07	   -­‐0.05	   0.29	   	   	   	  
National	   0.36	   0.32	   0.18	   0.48	   0.27	   	   	  
Consumer	   0.27	   0.16	   0.13	   0.41	   0.40	   0.35	   	  
	  
Note: Table entries denote means and (standard deviations). 
Table 4. Gender Differences
	   Male	   Female	   t	   p-­‐value	  
Friend	   5.81	  (1.08)	   6.23	  (0.82)	   2.14	   0.03	  
Romantic	  Partner	   6.08	  (1.56)	   6.72	  (0.82)	   2.63	   0.001	  
Romantic	  Partner	  (Infidelity)	   5.92	  (1.42)	   6.52	  (1.06)	   2.97	   0.01	  
Sports	  Team	   5.68	  (1.4)	   5.34	  (1.79)	   0.28	   0.79	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Discussion
As predicted from an evolutionary per-
spective, we found evidence of  distinct 
kinds of  loyalty (i.e., the domains were 
only modestly correlated; see Table 3). 
Moreover, factor analysis supported this 
in showing that each loyalty scale load-
ed on its own factor (see Table 2).  The 
strongest correlation between scales is 
between friend loyalty and group loyalty. 
One potential interpretation for the cor-
relation between friend and group loyalty 
is that most modern groups are made up 
of  friends by choosing.  In addition, these 
two kinds of  loyalty, friend and group, 
both showed a modest correlation with 
romantic partner loyalty.  This makes 
sens¬e from both an evolutionary and 
a modern perspective if  one considers 
the possibility that many people consider 
their romantic partner as both a member 
of  their group and also as a close per-
sonal friend.  Group loyalty also showed 
a modest correlation with national and 
consumer loyalty.  The correlation be-
tween group and national loyalty could 
be explained by the possibility that mod-
ern nations are just an extension of  the 
groups that would have been present 
during the human EEA.  One possible 
explanation for the correlation between 
group and consumer loyalty is that dur-
ing the human EEA, if  one saw others 
in their group successfully using an item, 
he might have been more likely to use 
that item as well.  The final modest cor-
relation is between consumer and sports 
team loyalty.  A possible reason for this 
correlation is that the vast advertising in-
vestments, which many consumer com-
panies have run during sporting events, 
have been associated with those sports.
We found several gender differences 
consistent with evolutionary theory and 
previous research (Table 4).  Women re-
ported significantly greater friend loyalty 
and romantic partner loyalty.  Women’s 
reporting greater friend loyalty was con-
sistent with our prediction, as women ap-
peared to have had more to gain from 
close individual friendships than men did 
during the human EEA.  One advantage 
that women gain from individual friend-
ships is assistance in childbirth and child 
rearing (Buss & Hawley, in press).  An-
other factor to be considered is that in 
the human EEA men typically remained 
with their birth group while women typi-
cally moved to new groups.  The ability 
to develop close interpersonal friend-
ships would help integrate women into 
their new group (Geary, 2009).  Women’s 
reporting greater romantic partner loyal-
ty, especially on items relating to infidel-
ity, is also compatible with evolutionary 
theory.  Women, having a larger initial 
investment in their offspring, will tend to 
be more loyal to men, in an attempt to 
keep the man investing resources in her 
child.  On the other hand, a man, hav-
ing only a small initial investment in his 
offspring, may look for opportunities to 
have children with other potential mates 
(Trivers, 1972).  Additionally, men value 
their mate’s sexual fidelity more highly 
than women do, as a result of  paterni-
ty uncertainty that men are exposed to 
(Buss, 2004).  This would result in more 
selective pressure for women to be sexu-
ally loyal.
Men, on the other hand, reported 
greater sports team loyalty, which can be 
viewed as supporting the male warrior 
hypothesis (Van Vugt et al., 2007).  How-
ever, this difference was not significant, 
and men did not report greater national 
loyalty.  One possible reason that the sex 
difference in sports fan loyalty was not 
found is that if  participants did not have 
a favorite sports team, they could skip 
the sports team loyalty questions.  Sixty-
one percent of  females responded that 
they did not have a favorite sports team 
while only 42% of  males did.  This sug-
gests that while male and female sports 
fans are equally loyal to their team, fewer 
women are actually sports fans than men 
are.
In the future, we plan to refine the 
loyalty scales by gathering data from a 
larger sample of  participants and taking 
steps to test the reliability and validity 
of  the scales.  For example, after hav-
ing participants complete the question-
naires, we may ask them (or their friends) 
to report on their actual acts of  loyalty 
or disloyalty that they have committed. 
In addition, we will adjust the scales so 
that sections cannot be skipped for the 
reason that someone does not have a fa-
vorite sports team or consumer brand. 
We plan to accomplish this by chang-
ing items to ask questions in relation to 
the domain rather than a favorite item 
within a domain (i.e., changing the item, 
“I would defend my favorite sports team 
against criticism” to “I would defend the 
sports team that I have seen the most, in 
person or on the television, against criti-
cism”).  We also hope to develop scales 
for additional novel loyalty domains (e.g., 
political loyalty, religious loyalty, short-
term vs. long-term romantic partner loy-
alty).
The evolutionarily-informed loyalty 
scales we developed may have practi-
cal uses for consumer researchers (e.g., 
Jones, Taylor, & Bansal, 2008).  In addi-
tion, they may prove useful for social psy-
chologists of  various theoretical orienta-
tions; Beer and Watson (2009) discuss the 
importance of  relating loyalty to other 
personality traits.  We hope eventually to 
employ them to address the issue of  loy-
alty to sports teams from an evolutionary 
perspective (Winegard & Deaner, 2010).
	  
Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   
Friend -0.01 0.07 0.21 0.19 0.16 0.06 0.68   
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Appendix A. Items
Friend
1. I would never turn my back on a friend, even if it cost me the respect of others.
2. I would remain friends with someone despite their bad behavior.
3. I would support a friend even if they were in jail.
4. I would not betray a friend’s trust.
5. If I make a promise to a friend, I will keep it.
6. My friends can always count on me.
7. I stand by my friends, even when they make mistakes.
8. I am always ready to come to the aid of a friend.
9. I would sacrifice my time and money to help a friend.
10. I am concerned about the well-being of friends.
11. I will defend my friends against criticism, even when they are not present.
12. I am loyal to my friends.
Romantic Partner
13. I would never turn my back on my romantic partner, even if it cost me the respect of others.
14. I would remain romantic partners with someone despite their bad behavior.
15. I would support my romantic partner even if they were in jail.
16. I would not betray my romantic partner’s trust.
17. If I make a promise to my romantic partner, I will keep it.
18. My romantic partner can always count on me.
19. I stand by my romantic partner, even when they make mistakes.
20. I am always ready to come to the aid of my romantic partner.
21. I would sacrifice my time and money to help my romantic partner.
22. I am concerned about the well-being of my romantic partner.
23. I will defend my romantic partner against criticism, even when they are not present.
24. I am loyal to my romantic partner.
25. If a very attractive person that was not my romantic partner wanted to sleep with me, I would do so.
26. I would talk on the phone for hours with someone of the opposite sex, who was not my romantic partner.
27. If given the opportunity to I would passionately kiss someone, other than my romantic partner.
28. If my romantic partner did something that really irritated me, I would sleep with someone else to get back at them.
29. If someone that I felt a connection to other than my romantic partner indicated they were in love with me, I would 
return the emotions.
30. I would allow myself to develop an emotional connection with someone of the opposite sex besides my romantic 
partner.
Kin
31. I would never turn my back on a family member, even if it cost me the respect of others.
32. I would continue to associate with a family member despite their bad behavior.
33. I would support a family member even if they were in jail.
34. I would not betray a family member’s trust.
35. If I make a promise to a family member, I will keep it.
36. My family members can always count on me.
37. I stand by my family members, even when they make mistakes.
38. I am always ready to come to the aid of a family member.
39. I would sacrifice my time and money to help a family member.
40. I am concerned about the well-being of my family members.
41. I will defend my family members against criticism, even when they are not present.
42. I am loyal to my family.
Group
43. Are you a member of a team or other group (e.g. athletic, religious, political, service, hobby, organization, etc.)?    
(List Group)
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44. I would never turn my back on another member of (the group listed above), even if it cost me the respect of others.
45. I would remain in (the group listed above) with another member despite their bad behavior.
46. I would not betray the trust of another member of (the group listed above).
47. If I make a promise to another member of (the group listed above), I will keep it.
48. Other members of (the group listed above) can always count on me.
49. I stand by other members of (the group listed above), even when they make mistakes.
50. I am always ready to come to the aid of another member of (the group listed above).
51. I would sacrifice my time and money to help another member of (the group listed above).
52. I would be concerned about the well-being of other members of (the group listed above).
53. I would defend other members of (the group listed above) against criticism, even when they are not present.
54. I am loyal to (the group listed above).
Sports Team
55. I am a sports fan. (List favorite sports team)
56. I am a strong fan (the team listed above). 
57. I would never turn my back on (the team listed above), even if it cost me the respect of others to do so.
58. I would continue to associate with (the team listed above)despite its player’s bad behavior.
59.  (The team listed above) could count on me to cheer for them.
60. I would stand by (the team listed above), despite mistakes that the team administration makes.
61. I would be concerned about the well-being of the team members of (the team listed above).
62. I would defend (the team listed above) against criticism.
63. I am loyal to (the team listed above).
64. I display the name or insignia of (the team listed above) at my place of work, where I live, or on my clothing.
65. If (the team listed above) was having a bad season, I would consider rooting for another team.
66. If (the team listed above) was caught cheating, I would stop rooting for them.
67. I would stop wearing clothing (e.g. ball cap, shirt, etc.) that represents (the team listed above) if they were having a 
terrible season.
National
68. I would never turn my back on my country, even if it cost me the respect of others to do so.
69. My nation could count on me to be loyal.
70. I would stand by my country, despite mistakes that the government makes.
71. I am concerned about the well-being of my country.
72. I would defend my country against criticism
73. I am loyal to my country.
74. It is important to show respect for my country’s flag.
75. Patriotism is a quality that I admire greatly.
76. It bothers me when someone criticizes my country.
77. I am proud of my country’s history.
78. When I hear someone speak out against my country or government, I wish they would shut up.
Consumer
79. What is the consumer brand (e.g. clothing brand, computer brand, car maker, etc.) that you consider yourself the 
most loyal to?
80. I would never turn my back (the brand listed above), even if it cost me the respect of others to do so.
81. I would remain a user of (the brand listed above) despite the behavior of others that use the same products.
82. I will continue to purchase (the brand listed above) in the future.
83. I would stand by (the brand listed above), despite negative news about it.
84. I am concerned about the well-being of (the brand listed above).
85. I would defend (the brand listed above) against criticism.
86. I would continue to use (the brand listed above) despite information showing that another brand is better.
87. I would buy (the brand listed above) even if I could get a better deal from a competing brand.
88. I would pay a higher price for (the brand listed above).
89. I am loyal to (the brand listed above).
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    Factor     
Item Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 Friend -0.03 0.17 0.13 0.11 0.23 0.02 0.63 
2 Friend -0.07 0.07 0.12 0.13 0.08 0.00 0.37 
3 Friend 0.03 -0.05 -0.03 0.17 0.12 -0.07 0.24 
4 Friend 0.02 0.07 0.18 0.16 0.24 0.10 0.75 
5 Friend 0.05 0.04 0.27 0.21 0.13 0.11 0.72 
6 Friend -0.05 -0.02 0.26 0.20 0.19 0.07 0.78 
7 Friend 0.00 0.06 0.23 0.22 0.19 0.08 0.62 
8 Friend -0.07 0.07 0.19 0.21 0.22 0.05 0.75 
9 Friend -0.01 0.20 0.33 0.18 0.07 0.02 0.63 
10 Friend 0.01 0.02 0.27 0.15 0.13 0.18 0.72 
11 Friend -0.04 0.18 0.15 0.33 0.09 0.05 0.58 
12 Friend 0.00 0.05 0.22 0.27 0.23 0.14 0.76 
13 Romantic Partner -0.03 -0.02 0.64 0.21 -0.01 0.08 0.18 
14 Romantic Partner -0.05 0.02 0.54 0.05 0.04 0.07 0.07 
15 Romantic Partner 0.10 0.04 0.49 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.01 
16 Romantic Partner -0.05 0.03 0.81 0.09 0.08 0.01 0.28 
17 Romantic Partner 0.01 -0.02 0.88 0.09 0.11 0.00 0.23 
18 Romantic Partner -0.06 0.04 0.86 0.11 0.05 -0.02 0.28 
19 Romantic Partner 0.04 -0.10 0.75 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.17 
20 Romantic Partner -0.07 0.02 0.81 0.09 -0.04 0.04 0.11 
21 Romantic Partner 0.05 -0.06 0.81 0.26 0.01 -0.03 -0.06 
22 Romantic Partner -0.07 -0.10 0.82 0.11 -0.04 0.07 0.09 
23 Romantic Partner 0.09 0.08 0.54 0.23 0.04 0.01 0.08 
24 Romantic Partner -0.10 -0.02 0.83 0.07 0.14 0.02 0.12 
25 Romantic Partner 0.04 0.02 0.33 0.13 0.15 0.17 0.03 
26 Romantic Partner -0.01 0.00 0.67 0.05 0.20 -0.02 0.12 
27 Romantic Partner -0.03 0.07 0.77 0.19 0.08 0.02 0.25 
28 Romantic Partner 0.04 0.10 0.52 0.10 0.17 -0.01 0.13 
29 Romantic Partner -0.08 0.04 0.51 0.08 0.13 -0.09 0.10 
30 Romantic Partner -0.17 0.11 0.75 -0.01 0.08 -0.04 0.12 
31 Kin 0.04 -0.03 0.09 0.85 0.14 0.08 0.04 
32 Kin -0.01 -0.06 0.01 0.75 0.03 0.11 0.00 
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33 Kin 0.04 -0.01 0.01 0.65 -0.01 0.03 -0.03 
34 Kin -0.01 0.05 0.11 0.70 0.04 0.14 0.31 
35 Kin -0.07 0.07 0.14 0.74 0.03 0.06 0.41 
36 Kin -0.06 -0.03 0.24 0.79 0.16 0.08 0.24 
37 Kin 0.00 -0.04 0.14 0.85 0.10 0.08 0.22 
38 Kin 0.02 -0.05 0.15 0.85 0.17 0.05 0.13 
39 Kin 0.00 -0.02 0.09 0.85 0.06 0.02 0.13 
40 Kin -0.02 -0.03 0.16 0.71 -0.02 0.01 0.00 
41 Kin 0.01 0.06 0.08 0.80 0.14 0.05 0.21 
42 Kin 0.04 0.01 0.14 0.86 0.14 0.06 0.18 
44 Group 0.08 0.96 -0.01 0.06 0.09 0.07 0.00 
45 Group 0.04 0.93 0.01 0.05 0.10 0.04 0.03 
46 Group 0.07 0.98 0.01 -0.03 0.06 0.07 0.09 
47 Group 0.11 0.97 0.02 -0.02 0.03 0.05 0.09 
48 Group 0.10 0.98 0.01 -0.02 0.06 0.07 0.08 
49 Group 0.07 0.98 0.01 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.04 
50 Group 0.07 0.98 0.01 -0.03 0.06 0.05 0.06 
51 Group 0.06 0.98 0.03 -0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 
52 Group 0.10 0.98 0.00 -0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 
53 Group 0.08 0.98 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.02 0.05 
54 Group 0.08 0.97 0.01 -0.02 0.11 0.06 0.08 
56 Sports Team 0.94 0.05 -0.08 0.04 0.11 0.08 0.02 
57 Sports Team 0.96 0.10 0.00 -0.03 0.08 0.10 0.02 
58 Sports Team 0.93 0.09 0.00 -0.02 0.03 0.13 -0.03 
59 Sports Team 0.98 0.08 -0.07 0.01 0.06 0.09 0.01 
60 Sports Team 0.96 0.10 -0.03 -0.02 0.04 0.10 0.05 
61 Sports Team 0.94 0.09 -0.02 0.01 0.09 0.13 0.03 
62 Sports Team 0.96 0.10 -0.06 0.01 0.06 0.12 -0.04 
63 Sports Team 0.96 0.08 -0.05 0.00 0.06 0.09 -0.01 
64 Sports Team 0.89 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.16 0.13 -0.04 
65 Sports Team 0.96 0.05 0.02 -0.01 0.04 0.06 -0.04 
66 Sports Team 0.89 0.04 -0.04 0.01 0.03 0.02 -0.03 
67 Sports Team 0.96 0.07 -0.03 -0.01 0.03 0.08 -0.03 
68 National 0.12 0.10 0.09 0.12 0.86 0.18 0.14 
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69 National 0.12 0.11 0.15 0.11 0.85 0.17 0.18 
70 National 0.10 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.82 0.12 0.13 
71 National 0.08 0.14 0.26 0.13 0.33 0.09 0.31 
72 National 0.15 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.85 0.13 0.13 
73 National 0.00 0.18 0.09 0.11 0.81 0.06 0.16 
74 National 0.02 0.04 0.11 0.10 0.84 0.12 0.15 
75 National 0.05 0.11 0.10 0.03 0.88 0.13 0.12 
76 National 0.04 -0.01 -0.04 0.17 0.81 0.06 0.08 
77 National 0.18 0.06 0.05 -0.01 0.75 0.12 0.17 
78 National 0.05 0.06 -0.03 0.13 0.81 0.07 0.07 
80 Consumer 0.12 0.04 0.02 -0.03 0.27 0.80 0.06 
81 Consumer 0.17 0.06 0.03 0.10 -0.02 0.85 0.05 
82 Consumer 0.12 0.08 0.03 0.07 -0.05 0.89 0.04 
83 Consumer 0.05 0.10 -0.02 0.02 0.23 0.87 0.12 
84 Consumer 0.11 0.03 0.08 0.12 0.17 0.76 0.01 
85 Consumer 0.15 0.09 0.00 0.05 0.09 0.90 0.05 
86 Consumer 0.05 0.05 -0.01 0.00 0.26 0.82 0.10 
87 Consumer 0.05 0.05 -0.02 0.10 0.12 0.88 0.00 
88 Consumer 0.15 -0.02 0.00 0.15 -0.02 0.84 0.05 
89 Consumer 0.17 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.12 0.92 0.14 
	  
